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ARSTEACT

In acquirinae materials to build library collect;ons,
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detailed knowledoe of the subject area in queation, time to read and
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finallv, the authority to develop the collections, librariars in
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century It nust be decided whether the range of Aduties reguired of a
subject specialist/selector can effectively he done separately hy
various people or wvhether this 41ob reocuir-s extremely conmnpetent
prople wi*h bhroad, non-library preparation. (NH)
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Because the seiection of books for inclusion in a library collection
requires an inutimate understanding of the purpose of the library, a detailed
knovledge of the subject area in questicn, time to read and make judgments
about the value of any particular volume, and fina{ly the authority to develop
the collections, librarfans in university libraries are in trouble today. 1In
past ycors these factors so important to the levelopment of collections were
much less complicated and the building of 1ibraries proceeded apace, with more
attention given to the problems of arrangemunt of materirls, indexing through
the public catalog, and the development of patron-oriented reference works and
services. Perhaps the complexfty of the problem of book selection, the realt-
ration that analysis of it was like atteanpting the enalysie of a can of worms
has been just what persuaded cager library theoretfcians to seck the less
wigaly arcas.

The importance of book select lon has, of course, been recognized as
primery in the development of libraries, Richard De Bury in the 1! ) century
explains that he was careful to seck aut only the best fn literature., And in
a later age, with perhaps more levity, Jared Besn (or Edmund liester Pearson?)

renarks

The Librarian mey be justly compar'd with hin who keept en Armoury of
Respons; for as the Keeper dath nefther forge the irplements of War, ncre
enploy them on the field of Battle, $5 nefther doth the Librarian compse
the learn'd Works which are under his charge, nor usc thefiv visdon in his
own especial interest,

But like that othex Keeper, it is his Daty to sce that his Armoury

(wvhich {s the Library) be well stock'd with the fittest Weapons...



And in another place:

You, shall chus¢ your Books with Carc and cir;umspection. Vhen you
have determin'd that it is prudent to purchast¢ a certain Work do so cau-
tiously and make a Shrewd Bargain with the Vendor. It will then be your
Duty to Peruge the Volume, even if (as doubtless will be the PFact) you
have scan'd it before Buying.

Do nut let the Importunities ot Pereons who come to the Library hasten
you in the performance of this Task. They chould be Content to wafit for

the Book untfl you have Satisfied yoursclf of its contents,

But then, typically, even Master Bean proceeds to the problem of acces-
sioning and cataloging., We sce in his discussion, though, and indeed through-
out the whole of library literature, fhc essumpt{ion that ft {s the librarian
who is responsible for the collection. 1In earlier ycars, in what scems to have
been (and 1 think probably was) a less frantic time, librariens were expected
to read, indeed it was part of the carficature, and the implication was tle
broad pursuit of knowledze, presumably to be better able to select and rcconme
mend books. 1n celleges & member of the facully was chosen to be the librare
fan, and the implication {s again easy tc determine, that the development of
this half of the educatfonatl system had to be fn the hends of 8 person of
erndition and scholarly dedication. 1in the days of the last century, with
limited publication, smaller acadenic programs, and more time, the librarian
still was able to keep up with avatladble litevature., But times changed.

Book productionr nultiplicd by tens of times, echolarship particularly
in the sciences made glant leaps forward, populaticn increased, production
techniques freed man from total devation to ohtaining food and clothing, and

education became at the sase time anre fcasidble, mcre necessary, and more



available. And the librarian's officc changed from a quiet, stulinus sanctu-
ary to Grand Central Stetion. The trend in librarianship was to figure out
solutions to the technical problems, such as cataloging, and to relegate the
choasing of the books, perhaps by‘do[anlt, to the faculty. Cn the one side
thic trend was supported as the only = and indecd, the desirable rolution;

for example, Randall and Goodrich:

The library. . .is relatively helpless., . .unless there Le a conscious
effort on the part of the tcachers to assft {t. This effort. , .must
begfn with careful book sclection. . . . ¥very member of the teaching

staff 1s, in a rcal sense, a membher of the livrary staff and is respon-

sible with ft for the collection of the proper books and for their

distrlbution.2

To be sure they de not leave the part of the librarfan out of the picture,

and add concerufng his need for erudition:

" There §s no sadder spectacle than a scholar trying to cuplain hinself and
his nceds to & man with no understanding of scholarship, uniess it be the

latter trving to comprehend the former.

This anhivalence has continued fn library thinking for rome time. In

the carly cdition of thefr work, Wilson and Tauber had the followiny statenent:

Beok orders, orfsginating vith the faculty, uszually Leacr the epproval of
faculty librery vepresentatives or the adninfstrative heads of fnstrue-
tfonal departnente. In those {ew universities in which funds are anple

te cover practically every request, orders ray fo direst to the 1ibrarian

from the faculty menber.

But further on in catenting on acquisition policles, they eay:

IToxt Provided by ERI



In the third place -- and more fmportant -~ the validity of the ascump-
tion upon which the division of rcsponsibtlity between the library staff
and facnlty for the selection of general and specfal materfal rests may
wvell be examined, fhis assumption 1s‘thnt the faculty {s more competent
than the library staf to select materials for the support of fnatruction
and rescarch, Granting that faculty nerbers are more familfar with sub-
Ject fields than are library staff members, ft goos not fellow that the
faculty can or will devote sufficient time to this activity te fnsure the
systematic buflding-up of a collection that will be adequate to ricet the

demands made unon {t.

Two comments may be made, it seems to me, first that the edition of
11 years later does not modify thesc renarks, nor, tecond, fs therc any suge
pestion that the sftuatfion could be improved by the employnent of a different
type of librarian.

Be that as 1t may, it f{s true that unfversity librarfes have rele-
gated to the taculty the responsibvility of fnitiatirg a major portion of the
decfsfour to purchase, and have kept for themeelves the responsibilitics of
secing to ft that general refercnce materials are purchased &nd that the col-
lections on the whole stay fafrly well rounded. The procedures by which this
synmbiotic relatfonship fs kept {n sone semblance of equilidbrium vary a bit,
but not so nuch that Fussler was not able to dascribe the typical ar  -2ment

qufte well:

The tradition of book selection in most university lihearfes ray be de-
scribed somevhat as follows. By rone device or other, the tulk of the
available book fund for the ycar was broken down into departrental allo-
cations, the size of which vqried according to various Ingenious formulae

or woefpghted factors such as the extent of extsting lihrary resources, the




amount of publishing being done in the field, the cost of publications in
a particular field, numbers of graduate and undergraduate studentr, num-
ber of faculty members, and the amount allotted last yecar, to name a few
of the more common factors. The librarfan iept a resorve to be used to
cover general acquisitions and to help with major departmental purchases.
Each department then appointed ¢ library advisor who cfther ordered
materials on his own initjative or on the recommendation of his depart-

mental colleagues.

And this is the arrangement with which most university libraries are
saddled today. To speak of "un acquisition pelicy,"” then, with this many
people involved, s to refer to the impossible, though we continue to do so.

Keyes Metcalf in an article almost 20 years ago said:

Problems of acquisition policy are in many ways the most important con-
fronting adninistrators of unfversity libraries. This, unfortunately,
does not w.ean that these problems have never been dodged; many of the
difffcultics now besetting great reseecvch libraries. . .result from

faflures to face such problems squarely.

He then proceeds to dodge them for Harvard for 10 pagas.

All the while, of course, we have had many estays on book selection
and the book selector. Analvees of the job of book selection are nurerous and
various - in qualfity at least. Most arnslyse in vatious waye the bases on
which selection decisfon are rnade, such as the reputation of the author, the
fnportance of the subjeet te the 1ibrary, the edition, the bias of the suthor,
the 1ibrary's holdings, and co forth. Implicit in this analysis §s the require-
nent that some person can be found conpetent to make the judgments, and thus,

perthaps, the relegation of the duty to the faculty is the one best hope -~ but

admittedly not perfect.




No one to my knowledge has gone so far in discussing the '"Personal
qualifications oi the sclector' as Francis Drury, and vhile the language

used to express the fdeas may be quaint, I think {t bears reading:

In addition to lcarning the theories and fundamentals of book sclection
through study and experience, the competent selcctor must make certofn
things a sure and defin{te part of his cquipment. First of all, he

sheuld understand human nature and appreciate why people read. Then he
should know the cormunity or the constituency vhich the library serves.

He should know the uses to be made of books.

Experience in a library {s, however very necessary for the selector.

It ripens and mellowe judgment. Judgment without expericnce produces a
theorist; exparience without judgment, a hide-bound conservative. Like-
wise, experience consurmates education and training. Education without
experience produces a pedant; experfence without education, a Philistine,
Library ~vperience is jaired through actual service, perhaps fn the ref-
~rence or circulacion departments, Here come thg contacts with readers
vhich show what is expected of the library; here are developed the keen
conscfousness and feeliny for the publie which are essentfal in satisfying
demand; here is demonstrated the worth of a book by the use which f& made
of ft: here are evolved the perspective vhich visjons the value of a par-
ticular book to an fndfvidual reader, the attfitude which recognizes the
wishes of others, though contrary to one's own, and the catholicity of

taste which subordinaces ond's ovwn likes and dlsllkes.9

It might be suggested that hidden in the nidst of this verblage are
references to the very qualities, attitudes, and experience which make a

conaloneration of faculty such poor selectors. But it is easy to see why




they must be, Their time is occupied primarily with the classroom or with
their personal research, HNefther of these Lé condusive to study of anti-
quarian catalogs, new nhd forthcoming book lists, or sclective bibliogra-
phies of subject areas. At hest the faculty member way find, {n preparation
for a particular class, that the collection sn that small area is weak and
nay be prompted to say fo to a lidrarian; or in pu{suing vescarch for an
article, he ray be made avare of a desfrablc journal that should be cub-
scribed to, and may forward to the library a request for it. It is unfor-
tunately true that even £f all faculty rnembers vere moderately active in
strengthening the library in the areas fn which they taught and researcheu,
there would still be large gaps left {n the collection, and this for a
general unfversity library {s unfortunate,

It seems then that vhat s needed {s a perron with rubject knowledg?,
bihliographic knouledge, an acquaintance with the particular 1ibrary col-
lectfon, and with the acadensc program of the university, that fe, the echolar
l1ibrarfen of by-gone yeare. And such A realization has come to nany cof the
larger university librarice in recent vears. RobYert Maro reported in 1967
that of 52 research Vthrarfes heard fron {n his receirt survey, a rajor nutber

vtilized librarfans {n sonme vay to plug thds hole:

Of the Jibrarties with over 500,000 volume collections, approximavely 6909
utflized bibljosraphere or subject epecialists whe vere located {n the
technfeal services or were dircctly vesponsihble efther to the dfirector

of librartes or one of the assistant directore; 229 of the remaintina
Vibrarfes within this sfize-clase utilized the heads of divisional reading
roons or subject arcas as relectors. Only 6% of these libraries used

subject speefalists in relerence departrents as sclectors,




If the question of the academic preparation of these people and their
major duty of selection has not been a great matter for discussion, the question
of the department fn which they serve has, and I believe the lack of under-
standing of the essentfal function of the acquisitions department {s at the
heart of the matter., 1In the acquiring of materfals to build library collec-
tione, wo functions havc to be performed; selection and acquisftion. That
fs, through knowledge of the collection, the subjecet arca, and the patrons'
requirements, it {s deternined that such and such materfals should be procured
and added to the collection. Then the acquisition step eomes in, with {ts
expertise in the matters of hibliographic deseription, the book trade, the
mysteries of the book funds and accounting, ete. Now, as long as faculty are
doing the selecting, the acquisition department does its acjuiring in the best
spirit. But as socn &8 {t is determined that the iibrary steff should assune
rajor responsibility for selecticn, then the acquisition departnent cleims
that it is their province and that selectors or subject specialiste can func-
tion properly only 1f fn that department,

Obviously this {s not 0, and in fact, it is probable that they should
be in a public service department in order to icaintain better a connection
#ith the public and thus an understandirg of their neceds. Bverett T, Moorve

discussed the responsibilities of reference librarians in academic libraries:

Reference librarfans are, therefore. fncreasingly engazed {n a varfety of
epeclalized functions and rceponsibilities., With these responsibilities
must necessarily o preater responsibility for collection buiiding and
selection of materfals {n sprclalized fields. twWhatever organization of
services in acadenis and research librarics brings these activities more

fully int> the area of reference work 18 likely to dbe a healthy one, for




it combines the reference librarians' active functions of interpreting

the libraries' services aud collections with responsibilities for devel-
1

oping and extendlng its resources, L (But, of course, Mr. Moore is a

reference librarian.)

Dr. Cecil K. Byrd in his article cited as reading material below has
done a very good job of explaining how the University of Indiana dealt with
the problem, Mr. Robert Haro, in a very recent article, which is also cited
below for reading, has done a more general discussion of this particular prob-
lem and his paper was reacted to by Mrs. Helen Welsh Tuttle, a menber of this
summer's faculty.

It is contended by some. as by Mrs, Tuttle, that the range of duties
required of a subject specialist/selector is too great, and I think that it
must be decided whether these duties can effectively he done separately by
various people or have we, after years of analyzing library functions, finally
found one job that requires extremely competent people with broad, non-library

preparation.
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